Meta-analysis of 31 studies examined whether women and men in management and business schools differ in their job attribute preferences. Findings indicated no significant sex differences for 9 of the 21 job attribute preferences studied. The 12 significant sex differences indicated that men considered earnings and responsibility to be more important than women did, whereas women considered prestige, challenge, task significance, variety, growth, job security, good coworkers, a good supervisor, and the physical work environment to be more important than men did. The significant sex differences were small, nine of them having a magnitude of .10 standard deviation units or less. Students showed larger sex differences than managers did, and changes over time showed that women increased their ratings of the importance of four job attributes relative to men. The findings imply that sex differences in job attribute preferences are not an important determinant of women's lower status in management. Do sex differences in job attribute preferences exist among managers and aspiring managers? Researchers have shown considerable interest in this question. By job attribute preferences, we mean the extent to which people desire a variety of specific qualities and outcomes from their paid work, including such things as performing tasks which they find interesting and enjoyable, receiving rewards they value, and working in an environment they
consider to be pleasant. Some authors have used the term work values to indicate the same type of construct (Beutell & Brenner, 1986; Hales & Waggoner, 1985) . We prefer the term job attribute preferences because it distinguishes our work from studies of related constructs such as orientation to work, work centrality, or work ethic. Throughout this paper, we use the term sex to indicate the demographic categories of female and male, following Martin and Ruble (1997) . We use the term gender to represent socially constructed norms and values comprising femininity and masculinity.
Several rationales underlie this stream of research. Theorists debate whether women and men in management differ in their attitudes and behavior (Powell, 1993; Rosener, 1990) . Traditionally predominated by men, management is an occupation in which women have increased their presence considerably (Jacobs, 1992) . Despite the fact that women have greatly increased their numbers in management, they remain underrepresented among highlevel executive positions. Many believe that women's preferences for rewards other than high pay and advancement are an important cause of their failure to attain more of the top level positions (Huckle, 1983) .
Some have argued that the existence of sex differences in job attribute preferences implies a need to direct male and female managers to different sets of jobs, career paths, and employers (Beutell & Brenner, 1986) . Others have asserted that sex differences in job attribute preferences warrant differential treatment of women and men in management, including the use of different motivational strategies and rewards (Bigoness, 1988) .
In addition, economists assign a key role to tastes and preferences in determining labor market outcomes (Long, 1995) . The assumption that women and men differ substantially in their job attribute preferences provides the basis for arguments against the existence of labor market discrimination and hence against the need for government equal employment policies to eradicate discrimination (Filer, 1985 (Filer, , 1986 . It is important to ascertain whether substantial sex differences in job attribute preferences exist to respond to these calls to channel women and men into different career paths and organizations, to offer women and men different sets of rewards, and to end government anti-discrimination programs.
We conducted a meta-analysis of 31 studies examining the job attribute preferences of women and men in management and business schools to examine whether significant sex differences exist. Because this literature has never been systematically reviewed or meta-analyzed, previous authors have cited different subsets of this literature, resulting in a confusing and contradictory mass of conclusions. For example, some authors have asserted that sex differences have been stable over time (e.g., Jurgenson, 1978) , others have concluded that they have changed (e.g., Brenner & Tomkiewicz, 1979) , and still others argue that the findings are mixed (e.g., Bigoness, 1988) . It is important to synthesize this literature to provide a clearer understanding of the results of research to date to guide future research and draw appropriate implications for practice.
BACKGROUND AND HYPOTHESES
Research on job attribute preferences seeks to determine the importance people attach to a variety of outcomes when assessing the desirability of a job. Job attributes have typically been divided into two categories, termed intrinsic and extrinsic factors. Extrinsic factors are job aspects which fulfill material or social needs. Intrinsic factors are job aspects that fulfill higher order needs such as growth, esteem, competence, self-determination and self-expression (Pinder, 1998) .
Though many have found the distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic aspects useful, it is often difficult to categorize particular job aspects. For example, high earnings may enhance self-esteem in addition to fulfilling material needs. Perhaps this is the reason that no particular combination of job attributes has been consistently used to assess intrinsic and extrinsic factors. Studies have often included idiosyncratic indices based on exploratory factor analyses, resulting in inconsistent findings. For example, Brenner, Blazini, and Greenhaus (1988) developed an index of extrinsic factors by combining items assessing the importance of respect from others, job security, income, and working conditions. This index showed no significant sex difference. Bigoness (1988) divided extrinsic aspects into two separate indices, which he termed salary and work environment. The work environment index did not show a significant sex difference, but the salary index did.
We argue that it is better to examine specific job attribute preferences separately because results are affected by the items chosen to construct the composite indices. Theoretically, it is possible to link specific job attribute preferences to gender roles and stereotypes. We identify masculine and feminine items among both extrinsic and intrinsic attributes. Combining these items to develop composite extrinsic and intrinsic indices introduces a conservative bias likely to mask sex differences that may exist.
Two distinct theoretical perspectives have informed the research on sex differences and similarities in job attribute preferences (Gregory, 1990; Gutek, 1993) . The gender ideology perspective argues that gendered societal norms exist which dictate different personality characteristics and different sets of activities for women and men. These norms cause women and men to express different job attribute preferences due to the processes of internaliz-ation and impression management. The structuralist perspective argues that segregation and discrimination in the labor market results in women holding poorer quality jobs than men on average. Women's relatively limited opportunities cause sex differences to be observed in job attribute preferences through their dampening effects on women's aspirations. Both perspectives predict that men's and women's job attribute preferences will be different, but they attribute causality to different underlying mechanisms. Both perspectives also imply that the pattern of sex differences in job attribute preferences will change over time, but they predict somewhat different patterns of change.
Below, we outline each of these perspectives in more detail to develop hypotheses for the meta-analysis. Our data are limited due to the fact that the studies we meta-analyzed used cross-sectional research designs and did not measure the underlying causal mechanisms posited by the theories. Hence, we cannot conclusively determine whether one theoretical perspective is more accurate than the other. We simply use the theoretical perspectives to develop predictions regarding the pattern of findings we expect to observe. At the end of the article, we develop suggestions for ways that future researchers can overcome the limitations of this research.
GENDER IDEOLOGY
Gender ideology may be defined as a socially-constructed script that prescribes different characteristics, values, attitudes, behaviors, and activities for women and men (West & Zimmerman, 1991) . Gender roles and stereotypes are components of gender ideology. Gender roles are sets of norms prescribing the behaviors and activities appropriate for each sex (Williams & Best, 1990) . Though gender roles differ by culture, generally speaking, in Western industrialized societies, traditional gender roles assign women the role of homemaker and men the role of income provider for the family.
In addition, women and men are expected to have different personality characteristics, which are called gender stereotypes. Williams and Best (1990) identified several cross-cultural similarities in gender stereotypes in their study of 25 countries in all regions of the world. In most countries, the characteristics of nurturing, deference, affiliation, and passivity were associated with the female sex, and autonomy, aggression, dominance, and achievement were associated with the male.
Most societies engage in differential socialization by sex. Preadult genderrole socialization develops different sets of interests, values, and attitudes in girls and boys, preparing them to embrace gendered work and family roles in adult life. In addition, adult women and men experience normative and informational pressure to conform to gender expectations (Burn, 1996) . Normative pressure refers to the threat of social sanctioning or rejection. Hence, people may conform to gender expectations to avoid others' disapproval. Informational pressure refers to people's reliance on social information to navigate a socially-constructed world. Thus, people may conform to gender expectations because they provide guidance for appropriate behavior in new, ambiguous, or complex situations. Having experienced a lifetime of pressure to be nurturing and supportive, women may internalize these values as part of their social identities, whereas men may internalize the values of aggressiveness and dominance. The internalization of gender ideology and normatively or informationally driven impression management causes women and men to show small but statistically significant differences in values and attitudes. The direction of these differences reflects gender roles and stereotypes. Thompson, Pleck, and Ferrera (1992) exhaustively review the dimensions of the stereotypical masculine ideal postulated in the literature. They uncovered the following dimensions: (a) self-reliance, (b) restricted emotionality, (c) physical toughness and prowess, (d) aggressiveness, (e) achievement/ success/status, (f ) aggressive sexuality/homophobia, (g) avoidance of femininity, and (h) patriarchal ideology/male dominance. Corresponding dimensions of the stereotypical feminine ideal include dependency, emotional expressivity, physical weakness, passivity, nurturing/vicarious achievement, and female self-sacrifice (Burn, 1996) . If people's job attribute preferences reflect gender ideology, then, on average, men more than women should value responsibility and independence because these fulfill the masculine value of self-reliance. Earnings, advancement, prestige, and recognition should be more important to men because these fulfill the masculine values of success and status. Challenge and responsibility should be more important to men because they fulfill the masculine value of demonstrating prowess.
By comparison, women should value interpersonal relationships on the job more than men do because relationships allow them to fulfill the feminine ideal of nurturing. Also, women who fulfill the feminine ideal of dependency on others may value good interpersonal relationships because being dependent in a bad relationship exposes one to exploitation and abuse. A comfortable working environment should be more important to women because, unlike men, they do not experience ideological pressure to demonstrate physical toughness. Job security should be more important to women because they do not experience pressure to demonstrate self-reliance. Opportunities to help others should be more important to women because these fulfill the feminine values of nurturing and self-sacrifice. Conducting work that involves growth, development, and meaningful work should be more important to women because these fulfill the feminine value of expressiveness. Finally, convenience in the form of good hours should be more important to women because it reduces conflict between the work role and the demands of homemaking and childcare, which traditional gender roles assign primarily to women.
Hypothesis 1: Men consider responsibility, autonomy, earnings, advancement, prestige, recognition, and challenge to be more important than women do. Hypothesis 2: Women consider job security, good coworkers, a good supervisor, physical work environment, helping others, growth/development opportunities, opportunities to use one's abilities, variety, task significance, a feeling of accomplishment, and good hours to be more important than men do.
Many believe that gender ideology has weakened in the past few decades. In their literature review, Kahn and Crosby (1985) found increasing support over time for women's labor force participation, for women's participation in all types of occupations, for equal pay, for working mothers, and for the development of day-care centers. Willinger (1993) found that over time, undergraduate men developed more liberal attitudes toward women's paid work and toward gender roles in the family. Using General Social Survey data, Wilkie (1993) found that men's support of women's participation in the provider role increased significantly from 1972 to 1989. In a recent metaanalysis of studies using the Attitudes Toward Women Scale (AWS), Twenge (1997) found that undergraduate women and men in the United States showed more liberal attitudes toward women's rights and roles in the early 1990s than they did in the early 1970s. Though men showed more traditional/conservative scores than women throughout this time period, sex differences on the AWS narrowed between 1986 and 1995.
If gender ideology is weakening, then the socialization of children is becoming less gender-typed, leading to narrower sex differences in a wide variety of values and attitudes. Less gender typing during childhood socialization would lead to narrower job attribute preferences among more recent cohorts of managers. Weakening gender ideology would also result in fewer pressures on adults to conform to traditional gender roles, resulting in less need for conformity to gender-typed norms. Reduced conformity should result in less need to internalize gender-typed values and attitudes or to express gender-typed attitudes in impression management attempts, reducing sex differences longitudinally among all management cohorts. Hence, longitudinal and cohort change should take the same direction of reducing the size of the gender-typed differences posited in Hypotheses 1 and 2. Unfortunately, we do not have enough longitudinal studies in the database to differentiate between change over time that is due to cohort differences and longitudinal change.
Hypothesis 3: Time moderates the relationship between sex and job attribute preferences such that more gender-typed sex differences are observed in earlier than in later years.
STRUCTURALISM
Structuralists argue that barriers to women's opportunities cause sex differences in job attribute preferences (Gregory, 1990; Gutek, 1993) . These structural barriers include such things as discrimination, the structure of promotion ladders in organizations, and the design of work equipment and tools. Structuralists also do not ignore the fact that societal institutions define homemaking and childcare as unpaid, private tasks and that the institution of the traditional family assigns these unpaid tasks to women. Women who enter the paid labor force are disadvantaged by the burden of family responsibilities that interfere with the paid work role, limiting women's abilities to compete for the best positions. As a result, women's jobs are less likely than men's to offer most of the job attributes people consider to be necessary components of good jobs, such as autonomy, high earnings, full-time hours, on-the-job training, low-risk of job loss, and nonrepetitive work (Jencks, Perman, & Rainwater, 1988) . Even within management, women have lower earnings, are at lower levels in the hierarchy, have less decision-making authority, and are more likely to hold staff rather than line positions (Jacobs, 1992; Reskin & Ross, 1995) .
The opportunity structure affects people's job attribute preferences through the accommodation process. Because desiring job attributes that are not realistically available is frustrating, people lower their aspirations (Borg, 1991) . Women are thought to accommodate themselves to their reduced opportunities by lowering their aspirations for obtaining desirable job attributes (Mottaz, 1986) . The logic of the structuralist perspective implies that women in management will attach less importance to job attributes that are less available to them. Hence, if we observe that women attach less importance to earnings, promotions, authority, leadership, and responsibility than their male counterparts, the reason for such sex differences might be women's accommodation to fewer opportunities rather than (or in addition to) the effects of gender roles and stereotypes.
The structuralist perspective implies that we will observe change over time in the pattern of sex differences in job attribute preferences because a number of structural changes have occurred which have increased women's opportunities relative to men's. Government affirmative action and equal employment opportunity programs have improved women's labor market opportunities (Leonard, 1994) . Large numbers of child day-care centers now serve the needs of working parents (Booth, 1992) . Employers have begun to provide assistance to employees faced with competing work and family demands (Goodstein, 1994; Ingram & Simons, 1995) . Though the availability of affordable, high-quality day-care is insufficient to serve the needs of many families and many employers do not provide family-friendly benefits to workers, these structural changes have nonetheless increased women's opportunities, including their opportunities in management (Jacobs, 1992; Konrad & Linnehan, 1995) .
The accommodation process implies that as women's opportunities expand, their aspirations for obtaining desirable job attributes will also rise. The result of a reduced need to accommodate to unequal opportunities should be an increase in women's ratings of the importance of job attributes relative to men's. As opportunities to earn high salaries, promotions, and positions of leadership and responsibility become more available to women, the structuralist perspective implies that they are more likely to consider those attributes important in a good job. As such, sex differences on items that men rated more highly in the earlier time period should be reduced over time.
However, rising aspirations among women do not imply that all of their job attribute preferences will become more like men's. For example, if we observe in the earlier time period that women consider intrinsic job aspects to be more important than men do, a rising-aspirations argument does not imply a narrowing of this difference over time. Rather, women who perceive greater opportunities may increase their ratings of the importance of intrinsic job attributes such as challenge, opportunities to use one's skills and abilities, growth, and development. In sum, unlike the gender ideology perspective's prediction of a reduction in sex differences over time, the structuralist perspective's rising aspirations argument implies that some sex differences in job attribute preferences could become wider.
Hypothesis 4: Time moderates the relationship between sex and job attribute preferences such that women's ratings of the importance of job attributes rise over time relative to men's.
METHOD
Studies containing data comparing women's and men's job attribute preferences were identified by means of both manual and computer-assisted searches of the social science, psychology, and management literatures.
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Though some meta-analysts include only published studies (e.g., Feingold, 1994; Voyer, Voyer, & Bryden, 1995) , many attempt to obtain unpublished studies from reference lists of relevant studies, qualitative review articles, and databases like ERIC and/or Dissertation Abstracts International (e.g., Bettencourt & Miller, 1996; Eagly & Steffen, 1986) . We used similar procedures to obtain as many published and unpublished studies as possible. Including unpublished studies in a meta-analysis is beneficial because it reduces the impact of publication bias on the findings. Publication bias is the systematic error resulting from the fact that statistically significant results are more likely to be published than nonsignificant results (Rosenthal, 1991) .
Our search for published literature began with an examination of three computer databases for all available years: Psychlit (1974 Psychlit ( -1994 , Sociofile (1971 Sociofile ( -1994 , and ABI/INFORM (1981) (1982) (1983) (1984) (1985) (1986) (1987) (1988) (1989) (1990) (1991) (1992) (1993) (1994) . These databases cover organizational behavior, industrial/organizational psychology, career development, vocational behavior, gender studies, and sociological perspectives on work. We used all the keywords we could think of to find studies that might include comparisons of women and men on measures of job attribute preferences, including job attribute preferences, job attitudes, job involvement, job satisfaction, occupational attitudes, occupational preferences, work values, work orientation, and work attitudes. We identified several qualitative literature reviews and annotated bibliographies and examined them for citations to research that could possibly include measures of job attribute preferences (Alderfer & Guzzo, 1979; Ashburn, 1977; Betz & O'Connell, 1989; Cook, Hepworth, Wall, & Warr, 1981; Doering, Rhodes, & Schuster, 1983; Fagenson, 1993; Gutek, Stromberg, & Larwood, 1988; Koziara, Moskow, & Tanner, 1987; Larwood, Stromberg, & Gutek, 1985; Laws, 1979; Leavitt, 1982 Leavitt, , 1988 Lemkau, 1979; Marini, 1978; Nieva & Gutek, 1981; Powell, 1993; Seashore & Taber, 1975; Smith, 1977; Stromberg, Larwood, & Gutek, 1987; Terborg, 1977; Wilkinson, 1991) .
To obtain unpublished studies, we used the same set of keywords to scan the ERIC (1966 ), and Dissertation Abstracts (1985 computerized databases for all available years. We obtained copies of 84 dissertations and 130 ERIC documents to determine whether they included measures of job attribute preferences. We sent requests to 25 authors for copies of unpublished manuscripts or conference papers. Our requests to members of the Eastern Academy of Management Women's Network and the Women in Management Division of the Academy of Management netted a few additional studies.
The search process generated a list of more than 800 studies. We obtained copies of each and determined whether they were part of the study popula-tion. We also scanned the reference lists of each to identify more studies. This process was continued until no new citations were found.
We limited this meta-analysis to studies using U.S. data collected from managers or business students in 1970 or later. In all, 31 studies utilizing 35 separate data sets were meta-analyzed, including 18 refereed journal articles, 3 articles in practitioner-oriented journals, 4 dissertations, 4 papers published in conference proceedings, and 2 unpublished manuscripts.
Restricting our sample to studies conducted in 1970 or later reduces our ability to detect change over time. The magnitude of change in gender roles between 1950 and 1994, for example, was more pronounced than that occurring since 1970. Despite this problem, we introduced the time restriction to enhance the validity of our results. We were not at all confident that we could obtain unpublished studies conducted before 1970 so that any studies we obtained using earlier data would be subject to publication bias. This bias is a particular problem for our research because if the early studies are more likely to show significant sex differences due to publication bias, then any narrowing of sex differences over time could be attributed to bias rather than real change. We believed this problem was significant enough to limit the population of our study to data sets collected in 1970 or later.
MEASURES
Nineteen of the studies used author-created instruments that were neither previously used nor validated. Seven of the 35 data sets used Manhardt's (1972) measure, four used items developed by Quinn and Staines (1979) for the Quality of Employment Survey, and one each used measures previously developed by Alper (1975) , Bigoness (1988) , Hales and Fenner (1973) , Hofstede (1980) , Rokeach (1968) , Super (1970), and Weaver (1976) .
Not all studies measured the same set of job attribute preferences, and different question wordings rendered comparisons between studies difficult. To overcome these problems, we developed a coding system to categorize the different measures into comparison groups. We used studies of subjects other than managers or business students to develop the coding system so that the categories would be independent of the data included in the meta-analysis. Each of the four authors independently assessed 10 studies to develop a set of categories for coding job attribute preference measures. The categories were compared and combined, and the authors used the combined categorical system to independently code a different set of 10 studies each. New categories were added after the second round of coding, and the authors conducted a
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third round of independent coding on yet a third set of 10 studies each. After three rounds of category development, the coding system was completed. Table 1 shows the coding system with examples of items placed in each category.
The four authors used the coding system to categorize job attribute preferences measured in 30 additional studies. Miles and Huberman (1994) suggest the following formula to calculate the inter-rater reliability of a coding system: (number of agreements) / (total number of agreements plus disagreements). Using this formula, we achieved 92% agreement among the four coders. Each of the studies of managers and business students were then coded independently by two of the authors. The few disagreements were resolved in discussion.
GROUP & ORGANIZATION MANAGEMENT

EFFECT SIZE CALCULATIONS
Cohen's d was chosen as the effect size indicator for the meta-analysis because the research question makes a comparison between groups. Cohen's d is the standardized difference between group means [(M 1 -M 2 )/S W ] or the difference between the means expressed in standard deviation units (Hunter & Schmidt, 1990) .
Seventeen of the studies provided sufficient information to allow calculation of exact effect sizes using formulas supplied by Hunter and Schmidt (1990) and Rosenthal (1991) . Five of the studies reported exact statistics only for the significant sex effects, indicating the other effects simply as nonsignificant. Nine of the studies reported only general p values for the comparison of job attribute preferences by sex (e.g., p < .05). In cases where only general information was provided, ds were estimated by substituting the most conservative possible p value that would produce the reported level of significance (Rosenthal, 1991) .
META-ANALYTIC CALCULATIONS
We conducted the meta-analysis using the formulas developed by Rosenthal (1991) . Johnson, Mullen, and Salas (1995) documented the validity of this method, demonstrating that it resulted in convergent findings with the methods developed by Hedges and Olkin (1985) . First, the mean effect sizes were calculated by taking the average of the d values (weighted by their sample sizes) for each of the job attribute preference indices included in at least 10 data sets. The variance around the weighted mean d is obtained using the formula:
where d i = the d value for study i, w i = the sample size for study i, and D = the weighted average of the d values (Hunter & Schmidt, 1990, p. 285 ).
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Specifically, we calculated the weighted average of d for all studies including a measure of the importance of earnings, for all studies including a measure of the importance of promotion opportunities, and so forth. Most of the studies in the meta-analysis included measures of the importance of multiple-job attributes, such as earnings, promotion, interpersonal relationships, physical work environment, and so forth. The number of studies included in each mean effect size (k) is different for each of the 21 job attribute preferences because each meta-analytic calculation was based on a somewhat different population of studies. This is because different studies included different sets of measures (e.g., one study measured the importance of earnings, promotion, and interesting work, whereas another measured the importance of earnings, benefits, challenging work, and opportunities to help others).
Second, we used the method of adding weighted Zs to calculate whether each of the mean effect sizes differed significantly from zero. For each d value, we calculated the corresponding Z score. Then, we weighted each Z by its sample size and calculated the sum of the weighted Zs. This sum is divided by the square root of the sum of the squared weights. The resulting figure is distributed as Z (Rosenthal, 1991, p. 69) .
Third, we made a comparison of studies conducted in the 1970s with studies conducted in 1980 or later. The comparisons are conducted by developing a set of contrast weights, the sum of which is zero, and assigning them to each of the studies. Once a set of weights has been chosen, they are used in the following formula: where k = the number of studies included in the moderator analysis, λ = the contrast weight assigned to study j, Z (r)j = Fisher Z (r) corresponding to d value of study j, and N j = number of subjects in study j.
The resulting figure is distributed as Z (Rosenthal, 1991) . A statistically significant Z value indicates that the findings from studies conducted in the 1970s differed significantly from the studies conducted in later years. Table 2 shows the weighted mean effect sizes, their variances, the Z values indicating whether they differed significantly from zero, number of subjects and data sets included in each effect size, and fail-safe ns. Positive d statistics indicated items having greater importance to men and negative d statistics indicated greater importance to women. The fail-safe n assesses the number of studies showing no significant sex difference that would have to exist to render the observed d value nonsignificant. As such, it indicates the relative seriousness of the threat of publication bias to the validity of the meta-analytic conclusions. A fail-safe n equal or greater than (5k + 10) is considered robust to the threat of publication bias (Rosenthal, 1991) .
RESULTS
In all, 21 effect sizes were calculated, and 12 of these indicted statistically significant sex differences. All of the significant differences were small: Nine had an absolute value of .10 or less, and the largest had an absolute value of .21. Also, the fail-safe ns indicated that the only robust differences were those for physical work environment and a good supervisor. As can be seen by comparing the second column of d values to the first, findings were not very different when the estimated d values were excluded. The largest difference increases to an absolute value of .30.
All but two of the significant sex differences were negative, indicating factors of greater importance to women. Supporting the gender ideology perspective (Hypotheses 1 and 2), many of the significant differences were in the direction reflecting gender roles and stereotypes. Specifically, earnings and responsibility were slightly more important to men, whereas physical work environment, good social relationships, and good hours were slightly more important to women. Job security was slightly more important to women as were three items assessing intrinsic aspects of work, including growth/development opportunities, variety, and task significance. Two significant differences seemed inconsistent with gender ideology: Challenge and prestige were more important to women.
Hypotheses 3 and 4 were tested by comparing studies using data collected in the 1970s to studies using more recently collected data. For the 15 studies not reporting the year of data collection, we estimated the year by subtracting two from the year of publication or presentation. Four of the 21 comparisons showed significant changes over time (see Table 3 ). All of the changes were in the direction supporting Hypothesis 3's notion of rising aspirations among women. Specifically, men expressed stronger preferences for responsibility in the 1970s, and this difference declined to nonsignificance in the 1980s and 1990s. There was no significant sex difference in the importance of challenge in the 1970s, but challenge became more important to women in the 1980s
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and 1990s. In the 1970s, men gave higher ratings to the importance of opportunities to use one's abilities and composite indices of intrinsic values. In the 1980s and 1990s, women's ratings of these two measures exceeded men's. When data derived from estimated d values were excluded, the findings for challenge and using one's abilities were no longer significant, though the magnitude and direction of the statistics for the 1970s, 1980s, and 1990s were similar. Gregory (1990) argued that studies of business students are more likely to show significant sex differences supporting gender stereotypes. To examine whether the overall findings of the study were affected by the inclusion of student subjects, we compared the studies of business students to the studies of managers. Table 4 shows the results for the six job attributes where studies of students and managers differed. As Gregory (1990) predicted, in five of these cases, students showed statistically significant sex differences where managers did not. Among students, women attached greater importance to good coworkers, growth/development opportunities, challenge, opportunities to use one's abilities, and a feeling of accomplishment. Among managers, none of these differences differed significantly from zero. Managers and students showed opposite findings for sex differences in the importance of freedom/autonomy. Among managers, freedom/autonomy was more important to men, whereas among students, it was more important to women. When data derived from estimated d values were excluded, the findings for challenge, accomplishment, and using one's abilities were no longer significant, tugh the magnitude and direction of the statistics for students and managers were similar to those depicted in the table.
GROUP & ORGANIZATION MANAGEMENT
Because studies of students and adults showed some differences, the possibility of confounding between the year of data collection and the type of subjects threatened the validity of our conclusions regarding change over time. Specifically, a higher proportion of studies conducted in the 1980s and 1990s may have used student data. To test this possibility, we conducted a series of chi-square tests. All chi-squares were nonsignificant, indicating that data from students and managers were equally likely to have been collected in both time periods. 
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DISCUSSION
Our findings show a number of small sex differences in job attribute preferences among managers and business students. Women and men differed slightly in the importance they attached to 12 of the 21 specific job attributes we examined. Two of those sex differences were in the direction indicating greater importance to men. Men attached greater importance to earnings and responsibility than women did. These findings reflect gender roles and stereotypes pressuring men to take on the role of provider and to demonstrate success and status. Women attached greater importance to job security, prestige, a comfortable work environment, good coworkers, a good supervisor, good hours, growth/development opportunities, challenge, variety, and task significance. Many of these findings relate to gender roles and stereotypes pressuring women to take the role of homemaker and to demonstrate nurturing and expressiveness. The job attributes of challenge and prestige, however, seem more consistent with masculine than with feminine ideology. Hence, the fact that women more than men considered challenge and prestige to be important defies gender role expectations. Also defying gender role expectations and stereotypes were several findings showing no significant difference between women and men. Women and men did not differ in the importance they attached to promotion opportunities, benefits, recognition, opportunities to help others, freedom/autonomy, opportunities to use their abilities, and a feeling of accomplishment.
Future research could contribute to the literature by directly measuring the underlying causal mechanisms theorized as linking gender roles and stereotypes to job attribute preferences. The gender ideology perspective suggests that sex differences in job attribute preferences result from impression management and internalization. Researchers could examine the effects of impression management by assessing whether people with a stronger tendency to conform to expectations are more likely to show gender typing in their job attribute preferences. Tendency toward conforming behavior can be measured using indices of self-monitoring or social desirability bias. Researchers could also examine whether people who have internalized gender typed norms and values are more likely to show sex differences in job attribute preferences (Freedman & Phillips, 1988) . The structuralist view of sex differences received support in the analyses examining change over time. Under this perspective, we predicted that women would respond to increasing opportunities by raising the level of importance they attached to a variety of desirable job attributes. On four dimensions, including challenge, opportunities to use one's abilities, responsibility, and composite indices of intrinsic attributes, we observed that women's ratings of importance rose relative to men's. In the later time period, significant sex differences indicated that women rated three of the four attributes (all but responsibility) significantly more highly than men did. The fact that we were able to detect change over time is significant, given that our data were restricted to a relatively short time period .
GROUP & ORGANIZATION MANAGEMENT
To demonstrate that these findings were indeed due to structural changes, future researchers need to directly measure the causal mechanism posited by structuralist theory. Specifically, researchers could demonstrate an association between the opportunities available to women and men and their job attribute preferences.
Several measures of intrinsic aspects showed significant differences between students and managers. Among students, women attached greater importance to intrinsic attributes, whereas among managers, there was either no sex difference or a difference showing greater importance to men. One possible explanation for these findings is that the working managers and business students represented different cohorts. The average reported age of the business student subjects ranged from the early to mid-twenties, whereas the average for working managers ranged from the mid-to late thirties. Women students in the younger cohort may have greater opportunities to obtain management jobs offering challenge, growth, autonomy, and so forth, than women managers in the older cohort did. As such, the students were less likely to accommodate themselves to reduced opportunities by lowering their aspirations. Longitudinal research is needed to test whether women entering management retain their high aspirations or find it necessary to accommodate to structural limitations on their opportunities. Do the sex differences we observed support the notion that women's poorer attainments in the field of management are the result of their own choices? The fact that men attached greater importance to earnings and responsibility implies that they may be more likely than women to seek jobs offering the highest salaries. The fact that women attached greater importance to security, comfort, good hours, and intrinsically rewarding work implies that they may be willing to trade away earnings to obtain these nonpecuniary job aspects (Filer, 1985 (Filer, , 1986 . It is also possible, however, that men and women show these types of differences because they face different opportunities, as the structuralist theoretical perspective implies. Given the theoretical ambiguities, it is not appropriate to use the results of this study to support differential treatment of women and men in the workplace or to justify calls to end government antidiscrimination programs. Longitudinal work is needed to determine whether sex differences in preferences cause women's poorer labor market outcomes or whether poorer labor market opportunities for women are the cause of sex differences in preferences.
Also, the findings themselves do not entirely support the contention that women's poorer status in management is due to their preferences. One finding supporting this contention declined over time: Women's tendency to attach less importance than men to responsibility declined to nonsignificance in more recent years. Other findings were unique to student samples; only among students did women attach greater importance than men did to good coworkers, growth/development, challenge, opportunities to use one's abilities and a feeling of accomplishment. Still other findings indicate an equal or stronger desire among women to obtain high-level management positions. Specifically, women attached greater importance to prestige, task significance, and growth/development opportunities than men did. Most important, the observed differences were small, showing that much larger differences exist within than between the sexes. As such, these findings do not imply that sex differences in job attribute preferences are an important cause of the lower status of women in management.
